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JEFF HATCH-MILLER, CHAIRMAN 
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 
MIKE GLEASON 
KRISTEN K. MAYES 
GARY PIERCE 

[N THE MATTER OF THE GENERIC 
EVALUATION OF THE REGULATORY 

FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS BY 
WATER UTILITIES AND THEIR 
4FFILIATES 

[MPACTS OF NON-TRADITIONAL 

J * @  , I  FEB 2 8  2007 
L I 

DOCKETEU UY L J n d  
DOCKET NO. W-OOOOOC-06-0149 

DIVERSIFIED WATER UTILITIES, 
INC.’S RESPONSE TO STAFF’S 
OCTOBER 6,2006 REPORT AND 
FEBRUARY 9,2007 LEGAL BRIEF 

Diversified Water Utilities, Inc., (“Diversified”), hereby submits its response to 

the Staff Report dated October 6,2006, and Legal Brief filed February 9,2007 in the above 

captioned matter. 

With respect to the issues presented in questions I.A., B. and C. of the non- 

traditional financing inquiry letter dated June 2,2006 (“Letter”) from the Ernest G. Johnson as 

Director of the Utilities Division, Diversified’s position with respect to those issues is that the 

ultimate decisions by the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) should allow for 

consistency between all water utility providers regulated by the Commission so each regulated 

water provider will be allowed to use the same financing processes and systems of utility 

related third-party entities either directly by the utility itself or through its own related third 

party entities to create the same result regardless of the size of the water utility. 
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With respect to questions 2 , 3  and 4 of the Letter, Diversified again asserts that 

the financing issues addressed in the Letter are too important and complex to be based upon 

any formula. Diversified believes that there must be flexibility regarding these critical capital 

resource issues in light of the realistic financial operating limitations of a water utility with the 

primary and overriding concern being the financial health and operating ability of the water 

utility for the benefit of its customers, as more specifically set forth in Diversified’s letter to 

Director Johnson dated June 23,2006, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and 

incorporated herein. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this *day of February, 2007. 

DIVERSIFIED WATER UTILITIES, INC. 

/ 

Scott W. Gray, 
2850 East 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 
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IRIGINAL and 13 COPIES of the foregoing 
iled this 2fd day of February, 2007, with: 

)ocket Control Division 
Lrizona Corporation Commission 
200 W. Washington 
hoenix, AZ 85007 

:OPY of the foregoing mailedldelivered 
lis g& day of February, 2007, to: 

)wight D. Nodes 
Ldministrative Law Judge 
[earing Division 
Lrizona Corporation Commission 
200 W. Washington 
hoenix, AZ 85007 

)hristopher Kempley, Esq. 
lhief Counsel, Legal Division 
Lrizona Corporation Commission 
200 W. Washington 
hoenix, AZ 85007 

h e s t  Johnson, Direct 
Jtilities Division 
Lrizona Corporation Commission 
200 W. Washington 
'hoenix, Arizona 85007 

dichael W. Patten, Esq. 
Loshka DeWulf & Patten, PLC 
)ne Arizona Center 
00 E. Van Buren St., Suite 800 
'hoenix, AZ 85004 

lcott S. Wakefield 
LUCO 
110 W. Washington St., Suite 220 
'hoenix, AZ 85007 
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Jim Poulos 
Robson Communities, Inc. 
9532 E. Riggs Road 
Sun Lakes, AZ 85248 

Craig Marks 
AZ-American Water Co. 
19820 N. 7th Street, Suite 201 
Phoenix, AZ 85024 

Herb Guenther 
ADWR 
3550 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Steven A. Hirsch, Esq. 
Rodney W. Ott 
Bryan Cave, LLP 
Two N. Central Ave., Suite 2200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-4406 

Robert W. Geake 
rizona Water Company 
st Office Box 29006 
oenix, AZ 85038 

r Utilities Assoc. of Arizona 

een Creek, AZ 85242 

encia Water Co., Inc. 
0 N. Central Ave., Suite 770 

oenix, AZ 85012 

estor Owned Utility Assoc. 

hoenix, AZ 85007 
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Lichard L. Sallquist 
allquist, Drummond & O'Connor, PC 
500 S. Lakeshore Dr., Suite 339 
'empe, AZ 85282 

xizona Reporting Service, Inc. 
627 N. Third St., Suite Three 
hoenix, AZ 85004- 1 126 
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Member, AWWA 
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Corporate Office 
(602) 840-9400 

fax (602) 840-6030 
2850 E. Camelback Rd., Suite 200 
Phoenix, AZ 8501 6-43 16 

Customer Service Office 
(480) 677-6080 

fax (480) 677-6082 
3880 5. De Niza 
Apache Junction, AZ 85219-7357 D iversi f i ed Water Uti I it i es, I nc . 

June 23,2006 

HAND-DELIVERED 

Ernest G. Johnson, Director 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2927 

Re: Inquiry on Financial Structures for Water Utilities 
Docket No. W-OOOOOC-06-0149 

Dear Mr. Johnson, 

Thank you for allowing us to comment on the Staff Questions listed in your letter of 
June 2,2006 identified as Docket W-OOOOOC-06-0149. We believe the questions address 
very important matters that can significantly affect the quality of water services provided 
by growing water utilities regulated by the Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC”) and 
the financial viability of existing ACC water providers. 

Our comments are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

Questions 1. A., B. and C. We are not familiar with the various structures for 
owning ACC regulated utilities but understand the concern presented by these 
ownership structures. We do not have sufficient experience to address the 
issues presented in Questions 1 .A., B. and C. 

Question 2. We believe that setting a maximum or limit for “Advances in Aid 
of Construction” (“AIAC”) for ACC regulated water utilities either in an 
amount or as a percentage of total capital is not a good policy and would result 
in significant problems for growing water utilities. The financial costs to 
increase water production to service new developments is significant and must 
be paid by either (i) the utility and passed on to its customers through increased 
rates, or (ii) the developer benefiting from the increased water production. 
The use of AIAC without a maximum limitation results in appropriate growth of 
a water utility minimizing the cost to the utility’s customers. The longstanding 
ACC policy of allowing water utilities to require AIAC without maximum 
limitation is based on sound principals for the following reasons: 

a. First, AIAC funds are an important, and sometimes the only, source of 
funds to an ACC water utility to expand the plant and production 

EXHIBIT A 

~ ~~~~ ~ 
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Ernest G. Johnson, Director 
Utilities Division 
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C. 

d. 

capabilities of the utility. ACC water utility revenues from water sales 
are limited and generally cover normal operating costs plus a reasonable 
profit. The ACC water utility does not have the right to levy taxes for 
improvements. ACC rates do not allow an ACC utility to stockpile cash 
for the high cost of additional production for future development. 
Additionally, the growth of an existing water system is not within the 
utility’s control or detailed planning ability. The growth of a water 
utility is generally determined by the real estate developer’s building 
project schedule which changes based on market conditions. Real estate 
developers generate large amounts of immediate cash through real estate 
sales. Conversely, a water utility is a very different type of business that 
produces a slower income stream produced only after the water 
expansion project has been built, which income stream does not exist at 
the time of the needed capital. Access to the total necessary AIAC funds 
for a water improvement project makes sense and works for the water 
utility business and the real estate developer business. Having the 
necessary AIAC funds to build the entire water production plant needed 
for a project allows the water utility to build the necessary water 
production project and, if the development is successful, increase its 
revenue from additional water sales and repay the builder from the 
additional cash flow. 

Second, the use of AIAC funds for the entire project benefits the 
customer. A utility does not obtain a return when AIAC funds are used 
keeping the costs for service lower and reducing the pressure on higher 
rates. The customers must pay in their rates a reasonable r e m  on any 
water utility equity used for the real estate development project which 
would not be paid if AIAC funds were used. If AIAC funds are limited, 
the customer would pay a higher cost for water service while subsidizing 
the real estate developer’s project. 

Third, the use of AIAC funds for the entire project properly places the 
burden and risk of the expansion on the real estate developer. If the 
project is successful, the developer is repaid by the utility from 
operations. If the project is not successful, the utility does not have the 
financial difficulties from the failed real estate development project. 

Forth, the use of AIAC funds for the entire project protects the financial 
health of the water utility. Financial capital is an important part of any 
business. No business has an unlimited supply of financial capital. 
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Capital is needed for the many requirements of a water utility that are 
not covered by the AIAC funding rules. Water utilities need equipment, 
backhoes, tools, improvements to existing plants, software, SCADA 
systems, etc. that are not covered by AIAC funds. Forcing a water 
utility’s financial capital into the water production expansion project for 
a real estate development may not be the best use of a water utilitiy’s 
funds at that time for the utility and may place a water utility in financial 
danger. If the development growth slow downs, a developer does not 
complete a real estate development or the real estate development does 
not sell, the water utility’s capital may be lost, hurting the utility and it’s 
customers. 

e. Fifth, AIAC funds for the entire water project are provided by 
developers as a normal building cost of their real estate projects. This 
utility improvement cost is paid today by a builder whether the 
development is (i) in a city-owned water system through the payment of 
governmental entitlement-infrastructure fees, or (ii) in an ACC water 
utility as an AIAC or Contributions in Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) 
cost. To limit or restrict AIAC payments will only result in financial 
gains to the real estate developers for costs they now expect to pay and 
would continue to pay to a city-owned water systems. 

3. Question 3. For the same reasons set forth above in Question 2, we believe that 
setting a maximum or limit for CIAC for ACC regulated water utilities, either in 
an amount or as a percentage of total capital, would also result in the same 
significant problems for growing water utilities. The longstanding ACC policy 
of allowing water utilities to require CIAC without a maximum limitation is 
based upon the same sound reasoning as the AIAC rules. It should be noted that 
the CIAC is the most inexpensive cost of funds to a utility because it does not 
have to be repaid to the real estate developer. The CIAC is consistent with the 
costs to real estate developers for development in city-owned water systems and 
is a common cost to developers. CIAC funds protect the financial health of 
water utilities by eliminating the obligation to repay. CIAC fimds also 
minimize the pressure to increase water rates benefiting customers. 

4. Question 4. We do not believe that there is a definable capital structure for new 
water or wastewater utilities and that each new utility must be reviewed to 
determine the experience, capability and success of those involved in the 
proposed company and the needs of the community it serves. We believe that 
the placement of a pre-determined amount of equity may result in the best 
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operator being excluded from consideration. We believe that a new utility 
should be required to have sufficient capital when it is formed to meet its 
reasonable operating needs to be viable. However, we urge the ACC to 
recognize any capital structure analysis is not a significant test for existing 
operating utilities because (i) capital does not represent any actual cash reserve 
funds available to the utility and generally is historic only being already 
consumed for infrastructure and operating needs, (ii) it is not possible or 
reasonable to have an initial capitalization address unknown future development 
requirements in an expanding and growing water utility which can have 
significant financial expansion costs by large growth requirements (currently 
properly supplied by AIAC and CIAC funds) and for the reasons set forth above 
in Questions 2 and 3, and (iii) existing water utilities can be judged by their 
operations, compliance and customer relations which are the true tests for a 
successful utility. Equity is not a significant indication of the utility’s ability as 
an existing operating utility. 

The problems and risks that are caused to a utility from placing a maximum limit on 
AIAC or CIAC funds are much greater than any perceived benefit from requiring some 
equity amount. Though we do not know the reason the ACC is inquiring about limitations, 
if the ACC is concerned about the health and dedication of the water utility, we suggest 
that there are many areas that allow the ACC to determine the dedication and ability of the 
utility from the compliance with rules and regulations, customer experience, and its success 
or failures. Poor operators will continue to be poor operators regardless of any capital 
investment. No company can be expected to have unlimited sources of revenue and high 
growth can have substantial costs that can only be addressed through AIAC and CIAC 
funds for the entire requirements of the project. Alternatively, if such funds are limited and 
an expanding utility does not have access to the necessary development costs needed for 
the water production project, the problems that will result will adversely impact the 
company, the developer community, the customers and consume a significant amount of 
ACC time and effort. We request that the ACC not allow the concerns addressed at 
Questions 1 .A., B. and C. to detrimentally impact the long-standing reasonable and 
necessary rules governing AIAC and CIAC. 

We also ask the ACC to include in its consideration of these questions its other 
important policies of promoting efficiencies and water utility systems sized in a manner 
beneficial to that utility and it’s customers. 
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Thank you again for letting us address these questions. Please contact me if you 
have any questions regarding this letter or if I may be of any assistance to you on these 
matters. 


